This essay explores the relationship between willingness to pay (WTP) and whatever conception of value or benefit it may be thought to measure. The essay argues that WTP correlates with no conception of the goodsno notion of better or worsesother than WTP itself. The paper contends that concepts such as "welfare" or "well-being," rather than correlating empirically with WTP, function merely as proxies or stand-ins for it. If WTP fails to correlate with any independently defined conception of value, then environmental economics fails as a normative science. Even if WTP provided a meaningful measure of welfare or benefit, it could not serve as a criterion to assess the values that typically underlie environmental decisions. This is true because the reasonssethical, religious, scientific, and politicalsthat lead people to support or oppose a social policy often have nothing to do with the benefits those people expect that policy to afford them. This essay deplores the penchant of economists to evaluate on the basis of WTP all policy positions except their own. As an alternative, this paper recommends representative political processes, such as "stakeholder" negotiations and collaborations, which offer deliberative, diverse, and therefore democratic approaches to resolving environmental disputes and solving environmental problems.
Late in 1997, the National Park Service, in partnership with a private developer, proposed to construct a $40 million tourist facility, including a 500-seat family food court, a 450-seat IMAX theater, and a 150-seat "upscale casual" restaurant with "white tablecloth" service, gift shops, parking lots, and a bus terminal not far from the cemetery where President Lincoln delivered the Gettysburg Address. A group of senators, including Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott (R, Mississippi), objected that the project "commercializes the very ground and principle we strive to preserve" (1) . The Park Service, which scaled back its plan, pointed out in its defense that Ziegler's Grove, where its current Visitor Center and Cyclorama stand, overlooks the main battle lines where the Union troops turned back the Confederate army. The current plan calls for razing these facilities and returning Ziegler's Grove to its 1863 appearance, as one official said, "to honor the valor and sacrifices of those men who fought and died on that ground for their beliefs" (2) .
The Thesis of This Essay
The Park Service approached the need for a new Visitor Center as a dilemma. On one hand, it had to honor "the sacrifices of those men who fought and died." On the other hand, it had to accommodate 1.7 million visitors who come to the park each year. The Park Service tried to design facilities that would intrude as little as possible on "hallowed ground," while offering tourists comfort, convenience, and information. To determine how to manage this featshow to design for the dilemmasthe Park Service held hearings and, in response to suggestions, removed the gift shops and theater from its proposal and reconfigured the new facility so it could not be seen from the main battlefield.
Environmental agencies typically have to design for dilemmas, in other words, to devise management plans, standards, and regulations that (a) respect relevant legal, cultural, or political principles and (b) accommodate economic reality. In controlling pollution, for example, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) responds to the common-law principle (implicit in legislation) that one person cannot use or intrude upon the person or property of another without his or her consent. The EPA then has to decide how much pollution to permit nevertheless in order to accommodate economic activity.
The Forest Service may devise or approve forest management plans that work some compromise between those who, as a matter of moral belief or aesthetic judgment, argue that the country has a duty to preserve old growth forests and those who see them as resources for commercial logging. The Fish and Wildlife Service designs or approves Habitat Conservation Plans that follow the mandate of the Endangered Species Act and yet accommodate landowners who want to use their property. Similarly, the EPA has to set emission limits that protect visibility in areas such as the Grand Canyon and yet allow nearby coal-fired utilities, such as the Navajo Generating Station, to operate.
This essay takes the unremarkable position that regulatory agencies should rely on deliberative, democratic processes, including "stakeholder" negotiations, to design policies that resolve dilemmas between (a) moral and legal principles and (b) pressing and legitimate economic interests. Often the stakeholders themselvessfor example, representatives of environmental and industry groupssare better informed and equipped than public officials to design a policy that reconciles ethical principle with economic reality. For example, a stakeholder group devised an emission-control strategy that allowed the Navajo Generating Station to operate without greatly affecting the Grand Canyon (3) .
While this thesis, as so far presented, may appear uncontroversial, it conflicts with an approach to policymaking that may seem intuitively obvious. This alternative view denies that environmental problems are typically design problems, that is, dilemmas to be solved as it were by reconciling conscience with consumption. Rather, this approach, which is backed by the science of environmental economics, regards environmental problems as economic problems, i.e., problems to be solved by balancing benefits and costs.
Environmental economics, insofar as it is a normative science, proposes an ethical norm, namely, a utilitarian principle, to guide social decisions. This is the principle of welfare-maximization, which, in the context of social policy, requires agencies to maximize benefits or well-being across society as a whole, at least when equity issuessmatters relating to the distribution of benefits among individualss are not pressing. As one economist points out, the "moral foundation underlying economic analysis, which has as its goal human happiness or utility, is known as utilitarianism" (4) . The reference to human happinesssbenefits to human beingssprovides the ethically based goal or principle that grounds the claim of environmental economics to be normative, i.e., to provide goals or principles for environmental policy.
This essay asks how the methods of environmental economics might explain, evaluate, or take into account nonutilitarian goals or principlessaesthetic, moral, and politicalsthat people bring to the discussion of environmental policy. Someone might argue, for example, that even if the Park Service could maximize net benefits by locating gift shops, restaurants, and restrooms all over the battlefield, it should not do it. In the circumstances, the principle "maximize net benefit" may be less compelling as a moral guide or political commitment than the maxim "honor sacrifices of those who fought and died" at Gettysburg.
With respect to virtually every environmental issues endangered species, for examplespeople voice moral and cultural principles and judgments that differ from and may even oppose the idea that policy should maximize economic efficiency or net benefits to individuals. For example, members of the Noah Movement argue that the nation should protect endangered species because God made them. The maxim "protect species because God made them" differs from the maxim "protect species insofar as the benefits exceed the costs". These maxims present opposing views of social policy.
One may ask then, how environmental economists, who propose the net benefits criterion for social policy, can respond to or take into account the views, theories, and principled convictions of others whosthere is no other way to put thissfrankly disagree with them. Economists do not ignore these opposing principled positions. During the past nearly 30 years indeed, economists have worked hard to develop a scientific methodology to elicit and to evaluate these views and opinions. This scientific technique, known as contingent valuation methodology (CV), determines a welfare equivalent or "shadow" price for moral or cultural judgments and convictions by asking individuals how much they are willing to pay for policies that are consistent with them (5).
This essay asks what policy-makers can and should learn from techniques that measure willingness to pay (WTP) for environmental goods, such as endangered species, visibility in the Grand Canyon, etc., that people may wish to protect as matters of moral conscience (i.e., what they believe to be right) rather than of consumption (i.e., what they believe will benefit them). This paper contends that this questions what these studies can contribute to policy-makingsis harder to answer than one might think.
The Argument of This Essay
Environmental economists understand that individuals often support policies to protect or preserve environmental assetss butterflies, for examplesthat they have no expectation of experiencing, consuming, or using in any way (6) . Economists refer to this kind of commitment as "existence value", which, as Pearce and Turner point out, may be equated with intrinsic value (7). They add, "Existence value is a value that is placed on an environmental good and which is unrelated to any actual or potential use of the good" (8) . As economist Tom Tietenberg observes, people who do not expect to use, consume, or benefit in any way from an environmental good may still be strongly committed to its preservation. He notes that "the evidence that existence values exist seems quite persuasive. Certain behavioral actions of people reveal strong support for environmental resources even when those resources provide no direct or even indirect benefit" (9) .
To measure existencesor, more generally, nonusesvalue, economists apply the CV methodology. The CV method, as one authority writes, "is based on asking an individual to state his or her willingness to pay to bring about an environmental improvement, such as improved visibility from lessened air pollution, the protection of an endangered species, or the preservation of a wilderness area" (10) . Economist Barry Field comments that CV "provides the only available means for estimating nonmarket benefits based primarily on existence value" of assets such as old growth forests and endangered species (11) .
On logical grounds, however, one may question whether economic methods, particularly CV, can estimate nonmarket benefits based primarily on existence value. The logical problem arises because, as Tietenberg notes, existence value may provide no direct or even indirect benefit to the individual. If the individual supports the policy option for disinterested reasons, the benefits CV is supposed to measure are not there.
The following sections offer evidence to show that existence value reflects what people think society ought to do, not what they believe will benefit them. (Plainly, economic theory advocates a view about what society ought to do, namely, maximize individual welfare or well-being.) A distinction may be drawn, in other words, between (a) what people value in the belief it will benefit them and (b) what they believe is valuable or obligatory for society as a matter of principle, judgment, and commitment.
Having drawn this distinction, this paper will defend the following syllogism:
(a) Environmental economics asserts the normative thesis that the goal of social policy is to maximize the welfare, wellbeing, or the benefits of individuals in society, at least insofar as equity issues are not paramount.
(b) Existence values have no clear relation or relevance to benefits, welfare, or well-being, even in the minds of those who hold those values.
(c) Thus, if the normative thesis of environmental economics is correct, existence value bears no clear relation or relevance to the goal of social policy.
Texts in environmental and welfare economics endorse the first premise. Edith Stokey and Richard Zeckhauser assert "that individual welfare is all that counts in making policy choices" (12) . A. M. Freeman writes that "the terms 'economic value' and 'welfare change' can be used interchangeably. Society should make changes ... only if the results are worth more in terms of individuals' welfare than what is given up by diverting resources and inputs from other uses" (13) .
The second premise presupposes that the statement "person S desires state p" does not entail "S believes p makes S better off". This non-entailment is obvious. That all my preferences and desires are mine, for example, does not imply that the satisfaction of those preferences will improve my welfare.
The conclusion follows that existence valuesif it concerns what people believe society ought to do rather than what will benefit themsshould be excluded from the calculus of costs and benefits. Economist Paul Migrom, in fact, draws this conclusion. For existence value to be considered to be a kind of economic value, he writes, "it would be necessary for people's individual existence values to reflect their own personal economic motives and not altruistic motives, or sense of duty, or moral obligation" (14) .
Economic theory may escape this conclusion if it drops the reference to welfare and proposes WTP as itself the criterion for valuation. This would imply that preferences concerning policy are better insofar as people are willing to pay more to satisfy them. The term better makes no sense and has no meaning, however, if WTP lacks a relation to a substantive conception of the good. Later, this essay will argue that having a preference gives the individual a reason to try to satisfy it, and he or she should be free to do so. If the preferencesor the associated WTPshas no clear relation to well-being however, society has no prima facie reason to seek to satisfy that preference.
The Distinction between Value and Benefit
The literature of environmental economics proposes a single principle to guide public policy when equity issues are not prominent. "Economic analysts are concerned with human welfare or well-being", writes Eban Goodstein in a widely used textbook (15) . He adds: "From an economic perspective, the environment should be protected for the material benefit of humanity and not for strictly moral and ethical reasons" (16) .
Stokey and Zeckhauser point out that "the purpose of public decisions is to promote the welfare of society" (17) . Freeman explains, "The basic premises of welfare economics are that the purpose of economic activity is to increase the well-being of the individuals that make up the society" (18) . Tietenberg concurs that environmental assets should be allocated so that "the net benefit from the use of those resources is maximized by that allocation" (19) . Field equates values with benefits. We know someone values something, he writes, "from the fact that he is willing to sacrifice, or willing to pay, for it. According to this logic, then, the benefits that people get from something are equal to the amount they are willing to pay for it" (20) .
Many people make value judgments about environmental goods, however, that imply nothing about the benefits they believe those goods will afford them. Among these is Tom Finger, a Mennonite, who said, "we're eliminating God's creatures. All these nonhuman creatures ... have a certain intrinsic worth because they are part of God's creation" (21) . In a recent survey, Americans agreed by large majorities with the statement, "Because God created the natural world, it is wrong to abuse it." The anthropologists who conducted the survey concluded that even for non-believers, "divine creation is the closest concept American culture provides to express the sacredness of nature" (22) .
As philosopher Dworkin points out, many of us recognize an obligation to protect species that has nothing to do with our well-being; we "think we should admire and protect them because they are important in themselves, and not just if or because we or others want or enjoy them." The idea of intrinsic worth depends on deeply held moral and religious beliefs that underlie social policies for the environment, education, treatment of criminals, public health, and so on. Dworkin continues, "Much of what we think about knowledge, experience, art, and nature, for example, presupposes that in different ways these are valuable in themselves and not just for the utility or for the pleasure or satisfaction they bring us. The idea of intrinsic value is commonplace, and it has a central place in our shared scheme of values and opinions" (23) .
That environmental law often reflects moral, aesthetic, and religious commitmentssrather than concerns about net benefitssis obvious. Public law regulates pollution, for example, not as an "externality" to be controlled to the extent that the benefits outweigh the costs, but as an invasion, trespass, or tort. Since pollution is clearly a form of coercion rather than of voluntary exchange, public law seeks to reduce or minimize where it cannot eliminate it. Pollution control, then, becomes a design problemsa challenge to extract as much economic production as possible from the little pollution society permits.
To ask how much pollution to permit as a necessary evil is to ask how far one individual may use the person or property of another without his or her consent. Economic theory suggests that pollution is permissible, even desirable, if it maximizes net benefits for society. Nothing in our law, shared ethical intuitions, or cultural history, however, supports or even tolerates the utilitarian principle that one person can trespass upon anothersindeed, should do soswhenever the benefits to society exceed the costs. The nonutilitarian basis of pollution control law is so obvious that, as Maureen Cropper and Wallace Oates observe, "the cornerstones of environmental policy in the United States", such as the Clean Air and Clean Water Acts, "explicitly prohibited the weighing of benefits against costs in the setting of environmental standards" (24) .
A libertarian would argue that pollution should be minimized as a form of trespass, while a mainstream economist might contend that it should be optimized as a diseconomy or social cost. How would one choose between these opposed principled positions? One method is deliberative: it would encourage each side to argue for the merits of its position and allow the polity to decide after appropriate consideration. The other is aggregative. It would determine how much those in favor of either view or theory are willing to pay for social choices consistent with their positions.
Environmental laws generally rule out a cost-benefit or welfare-maximizing approach and assert other goals instead. The Supreme Court, in TVA v. Hill, found that the Endangered Species Act requires the protection of species whatever the costs (25). The Clean Air Act rules out cost-benefit balancing with respect to preventing the significant deterioration of air quality in certain areas, such as the Grand Canyon (26) . The statutory framework that enables agency action sets specific goals and allows the agency to accommodate economic activity in the course of achieving those legislated purposes. Not a single environmental law sets welfare-maximization as the goal of social policy.
The Park Service apparently believes that it has an obligation to manage the battlefield at Gettysburg in ways that will not "detract from what they did here", to quote President Lincoln. An individual may agree that the Park Service has a more important commitment to honor hallowed ground than to maximize net benefits at Gettysburg. Whatever the goalspreserving species, protecting air quality, etc.san individual may think that the relevant agency should pursue it, within economic feasibility, rather than the goal presupposed by CV research, namely, maximizing net benefits.
Suppose that the Park Service commissions a CV survey to decide whether to restore the battlefield at Gettysburg. Consider an individual who believes that the Service should respect hallowed ground rather than maximize net benefits. How should that individual respond to the CV survey? This individual is required, in effect, to state his or her WTP for a policy consistent with his or her principled view of public policy. There is really only one way the individual can reasonably answer. He or she should turn the question on the questioner. Those who design CV surveys evidently believe in welfare-maximization as the guiding principle of environmental policy. How much are they willing to pay for outcomes consistent with their moral theory or science?
Are Responses to CV Questionnaires Relevant to Economic Value?
Responses to CV questionnaires typically reflect what people believe is better or worse, right or wrong from a social point of viewsnot beliefs about what will or will not benefit them. Thus, commentators have noted that the CV method asks respondents to "comment, without very much opportunity for thought, on a hard issue of public policy. In short, they most likely are exhibiting offhand opinions on the same policy issue to which the cost-benefit analyst purports to give his own answer, not private preferences that might be reflected in their market transactions" (27) .
Reviewing several CV protocols, three economists concluded, "responses to CV questions concerning environ-mental preservation are dominated by citizen judgments concerning social goals and responsibilities rather than by consumer preferences" (28) . A careful study concurred that ethical considerations outweigh economic ones. "Our results provide an assessment of the frequency and seriousness of these noneconomic considerations: They are frequent and they are significant determinants of WTP responses" (29) .
Researchers have found that existence value, which CV seeks to measure, "is almost entirely driven by ethical considerations precisely because it is disinterested value" (30). Perrings and colleagues acknowledge that "existence value has been argued to involve a moral 'commitment' which is not in any way at all self-interested." These authors explain: "Commitment can be defined in terms of a person choosing an act that he believes will yield a lower level of personal welfare to him than an alternative that is also available to him" (30) . If the satisfaction of existence values lowers welfare, then on which side of the cost-benefit equation should these preferences be entered? The individual does not want less welfare per se, but "adherence to one's moral commitments will be as important as personal welfare maximization and may conflict with it" (30) .
Economists developed CV to measure the nonmarket benefits associated with the existence value of environmental goods such as a rare butterfly. The CV instrument, however, never attempts to elicit WTP for benefits; it elicits WTP for policies, e.g., the protection of the butterfly, instead. It is fallacious to regard WTP for a butterfly as if it were WTP for some sort of benefit. Butterflies and benefits constitute different goods that can be provided and should be measured separately. If economists cared to measure benefits, the questionnaire, instead of asking respondents to state their WTP to preserve a given butterfly, should ask them to state their WTP for the welfare change they associate with its protection. One might imagine a fictional protocol such as this:
Many people believe society should protect species for moral, religious, and other disinterested reasons. This questionnaire asks you to set aside all such values and consider only the benefit you believe you will experience if the butterfly is preserved. Please state your WTP simply for the welfare change you expect, not your WTP for the protection of the butterfly itself.
The suggested protocol avoids ambiguity by asking the individual to estimate only the extent to which a policy will make him or her better off. This is what CV is supposed to measure. Protocols now used in CV research create the impression that what citizens think about policy counts. In fact, if welfare-maximization is the goal, then all that matters is how the individual thinks the policy will affect her or hims and not his or her judgment about the merits of the policy itself. By misinterpreting WTP for a butterfly as WTP for a benefit, current protocols commit an obvious fallacy. The CV method misconstrues as a sort of nonconsumption consumption, nonuse use, or nonwelfare welfare what are in fact views and opinions about the goals of public policy directly opposed to its own assumptions.
The Core Argument of Environmental Economics
Environmental economics assert a measurable goal for social policy, namely, the maximization of the net benefits from the use of resources. This theory also identifies a criterion by which to measure those benefits. Field, in his textbook, writes that "the fundamental idea of value is tied to willingness to pay; the value of a good to somebody is what that person is willing to pay for it" (31) .
The central argument of environmental economics then can be stated in two premises and a conclusion. The first premise stipulates that the principal goal of environmental policy is to allocate resources in order to maximize welfare or well-being among members of society. The second premise asserts that individuals are better offswelfare is increaseds insofar as their preferences, measured or ranked by WTP, are satisfied. The conclusion follows that environmental policy should maximize welfare by allocating resources to those willing to pay the most for them.
In this argument, the second premise bears all the weight. It connects WTP to welfare or well-being. It says that the more you acquire of the things for which you are willing to pay, the better off you are. Is this a true statement? Does WTP in fact correlate with welfare? Does any empirical evidence suggest that people actually feel themselves to be better offshappier or more contentsinsofar as they get more of what they want to buy?
To answer these questions, we can use income as a surrogate for the satisfaction of preferences ranked by WTP, since the more wealth a person possesses, the more goods and services he or she can purchase. Felt happiness may serve as an indicator of well-being. As Turner explains, "Positive economic valuesa benefitsarises when people feel better off, and negative economic valuesa costsarises when people feel worse off" (32) . The connection between the scientifically measurable concept of WTP and the normative concept of welfare may be tested by observing whether people actually feel happier when they have more money to spend.
A large body of empirical research investigates the question of whether people feel themselves to be better offs happier or more contentsas their incomes rise and they are therefore more able to get the things for which they are willing to pay. This research concludes that after people's basic needs are met, no correlation whatsoever holds between rising income and perceived happiness (33) . Indeed, the literature contains many studies in which people report they become less happy as their income increases and they are thus able to satisfy more of their wants (34) . Studies relating wealth to perceived happiness find that "rising prosperity in the USA since 1957 has been accompanied by a falling level of satisfaction. Studies of satisfaction and changing economic conditions have found overall no stable relationship at all" (35) . In one major survey, "None of the respondents believed that money is a major source of happiness" (36) . That money does not buy happiness may be one of the best established findings of social science research (37) .
Researchers have speculated why it is that by satisfying a preference (in the logical sense of meeting or fulfilling it) a person does not as a rule experience satisfaction (in the psychological sense of happiness or contentment). Some point out that "this is virtually inevitable because the faster preferences actually are met, the faster they escalate" (38) . Others note that people view themselves as better or worse off in comparison to their peers rather than in relation to their absolute level of wealth (39) . A great many reasons explain why no empirical relation holds between what people are willing to pay for something and the happiness or wellbeing they derive or expect to derive from having it. The most important of these reasons may be this: Happiness seems to depend on the things money cannot buyslove, friendship, and faithsnot on the extent of one's possessions (40) .
No empirical relationship then holds between WTP, which is a measurable economic quantity, and well-being or welfare, which are normative concepts. What argument then justifies the crucial premise of environmental economics, namely, that those who are willing to pay the most for resources benefit the most from having them?
The answer lies in the way environmental economists define or measure "benefits". Freeman explains this crucial step. He notes that economics defines "the benefit of an environmental improvement as the sum of the monetary values assigned to these effects by all individuals directly or indirectly affected by that action" (41) . An allocation of resources to those willing to pay the most for them maximizes net benefits; net benefits, in turn, are measured in terms of the amount people are willing to pay for those resources. The central contention of environmental economics is logically equivalent to the claim that resources should go to those willing to pay the most for them because they are willing to pay the most for those resources. The reference to welfare or well-being adds nothing since these terms are themselves defined and measured by WTP and cannot logically be distinguished from it.
Environmental economics fails as a normative science because it cannot tell us why or in what sense a more efficient allocation is better than a less efficient one. That people are willing to pay more for one outcome than another, in other words, tells us nothing beyond that factsnothing further and therefore nothing whatever about the relative value of that outcome. The only reason economists can give for measuring WTP is that it correlates with welfare or wellbeing. This correlation holds, however, only if the terms welfare and well-being serve as mere proxies or stand-ins for WTP and otherwise are meaningless. Lacking all content, these terms cannot move environmental economics from the "is" of WTP to the "ought" of valuation.
The Pointlessness of WTP
A visitor to Gettysburg may find it enormously convenient to discover restrooms, restaurants, gift shops, and golf courses in and around the battlefield. Even if the visitor acknowledges that these facilities might greatly benefit him and other touristssthey may maximize benefits all roundshe may oppose them as a matter of principle. This person denies that maximize net benefits is the appropriate rule to follow in these circumstances. He or she may believe the appropriate rule has to do with honoring the dead while accommodating tourists as far as that allows. This individual has two different preferences. One preference reflects his own well-being: He wants restrooms and restaurants. The other reflects his moral judgment: He believes society should respect hallowed ground. Is there a way to bring values of these different kinds together, as it were, on one preference map?
To make this question more precise, let us return to the difference between (a) what people value because they believe it may benefit them and (b) what they believe is valuable for ethical reasons or on intrinsic grounds. A visitor to Gettysburg may value fast food, toilets, an IMAX theater, and a golf course because these things benefit her or him. At the same time, the visitor might believe that keeping the battleground free of such things is valuable as a matter of moral and aesthetic judgment. Is there any way to bring these two sorts of valuation together for purposes of comparison?
One approach might be this: Determine how much the individual is willing to pay for the different options, e.g., for the battlefield with or without these facilities. Society should then treat as more important or pressing the one for which the individual is willing to pay more. This approach drops the reference to welfare or well-being as redundant, since WTP and welfare are logically equivalent. It then makes WTP itself the criterion for policy-making.
What justifies this strategy? Theories of justice may require society to show concern for certain sorts of preferencessfor education, health care, basic needs, etc. No theory of justice, however, commands society to satisfy the preferences for which the individual is willing to pay. WTP gives the individual a reason to try to satisfy a preference. What reason has society, however, to satisfy it? Now, it is entirely obvious and uncontroversial that people should be free to try to satisfy their preferences, i.e., to "pursue happiness" as the Declaration of Independence says. That society should do everything possible to secure the access of all citizens to free, open, equitable, and competitive markets is what nobody denies. This piety does not imply, however, that society has any reason or obligation to satisfy the preferences of individuals on a WTP basis, even when markets fail to do so. Economists consider it important to develop scientific techniques to rank preferences on the basis of WTP. Why social policy should rely on preference orderings ranked by WTPswhat normative significance these rankings are supposed to possesssis not and cannot be explained.
In respect to consumer choices, WTP reflects the presumably infallible judgment each person makes about what will benefit them. In other words, WTP measures expected benefit. This is of interest to those who wish to market consumer goods such as toothpaste and ginger ale. With judgments people make about what is socially valuable or obligatory, however, it is different. There may be no benefits for WTP to measure. When people form judgments about what is valuable (social judgments) rather than judgments about what will benefit them, they are no longer presumed to be authorities. Rather, they must argue for their views; they have to back them with reasons, not money.
We do not measure the worthiness of political candidates and their positions by toting up the campaign contributions they attract. On the contrary, WTP appears to be an entirely inappropriate way to evaluate political, moral, and social judgments. This is plainly true of social policy. A recent survey revealed that about "half of young adults believe that the segregation of races is acceptable ..." (42) . That individuals are willing to pay to segregate schools by race or to exclude non-Christians from office however would not make those policies any better. It would only make those individuals worse.
Since WTP correlates with no independently defined conception of the good (such as happiness), what is the point of measuring it? What work can it do? Why does society support at great expense so many CV studies as well as so much theoretical research intended to correct what are said to be "technical" problems that bedevil those studies?
There a point or purpose to the CV method. This methodology provides the only wayshowever absurdsto endow with economic value goods, such as an otter or a butterfly, that have no exchange value. Without the CV method, one could not claim that the otters killed by the Exxon Valdez spill or the butterflies going extinct in remote places have any economic worth. How would one then set damages when these are destroyed? This poignant question lends credibility to Field's statement that CV "provides the only available means for estimating nonmarket benefits based primarily on existence value" (11) .
What CV methods dosnamely, attribute economic value to public goods that have little or no market valuesthey do mightily. Since even small amounts of WTP can add up to a lot when averaged over society, CV surveys allow environmental and other idealistic groups to claim that economic science is on their side. Even a dead otter may be worth millions if every American is willing to pay a dime for its survival. Agencies and organizations that commission CV surveys to estimate the economic value of economically valueless species can be sure the numbers will come out "right".
By joining the CV bandwagon, environmentalists make a pact with economic theory that may gain them the world at the price of their souls. Environmentalists become one more special-interest group. They must regard as self-serving preferencessas benefitssthe moral, religious, and political judgments that justify their cause. They can no longer express love, admiration, or moral commitment to anything except indirectly, i.e., because it benefits them. Environmentalists must accept the idea that all good is instrumental; they must agree that only WTP ultimately counts. Environmentalists will no longer be able to say that a butterfly or battlefield should be preserved for their own sakes. And they will no longer understand you when you say that all the most valuable things are quite useless.
A Logic of Appropriateness
When decision-makers describe a situation in morally, politically, and culturally relevant ways, as theorist James March has written, they "pursue a logic of appropriateness, fulfilling identities or roles by recognizing situations and following rules that match appropriate behavior to the situations they encounter" (43) . In this context, individuals do not ask, "What outcome will most benefit me as an individual?" but, "What do I believe is appropriate for society to do in these circumstances?" In the context of thinking about policysthe political contextsthe individual reasons not as a consumer but as a citizensas one of us. "The reasoning process," March writes, "is one of establishing identities and matching rules to recognized situations" (43) . This is the reasoning process with which individuals think about environmental policy. As one reporter has written, "There isn't any side in the fight over America's most famous battlefield that doesn't claim to have the best interests of Gettysburg at heart" (44) . In other words, all sides to the controversy over the new Visitor Center profess they have the good of the country or the good of Gettysburgsnot their own goodsin mind. All sides to this controversy recognize that designing a Visitor Center does not call for a utilitarian solution, that is, an evaluation of consequences in terms of prior preferences. Rather, the circumstances call on us to respond in the terms appropriate to a nation deeply indebted to the "valor and sacrifices of those men who fought and died on that ground for their beliefs".
Having agreed on the appropriate principlesto respect hallowed groundspublic officials, experts, stakeholders, and others may collaborate to design facilities that honor that principle while, insofar as possible, accommodating commerce and consumption, which is to say, economic value. Nothing but confusion is gained by "pricing" noneconomic commitments as if these were benefits to be balanced against monetized costs.
Economists have alot to contribute to public deliberation concerning the environmental policies of a good society. That contribution however cannot rest on the idea that individuals evaluate policy options wholly in terms of the benefits they believe those options offer them. On the contrary, every citizen sizes up public decisions by trying to figure out the rule or principle appropriate to the circumstances. This is rarely the principle of maximizing net benefits assumed by environmental economists. The essence of the economic perspective is to reduce the public good to the welfare or well-being of the individual. This is not a perspective particularly congenial to the common-law tradition, the religious history, and the intellectual heritage of our nation.
